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FOREWORD 
The Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station inaugurated its 
research program dealing with the farm tenant in 1913. At that 
time an extensive farm management survey was conducted in an 
area comprising approximately two-Ilfths of Johnson County, Mis-
souri. Farm management records with related data were collected 
on every farm in the area with the exception of three farms. The 
first report on this study was made in Missouri Experiment Sta-
tion Bulletin 121, where comparisons were made, both economic 
and social, of the position of tenants as farm operators. This 
report ·was confined to such considerations as the effectiveness of ten-
ants as farm managers and their positions as citizens in the com-
munity, comparing their situation with that of men who owned all 
the land they operated and also a considerable group of farmers 
who owned part of the land operated and rented part of it. In 
this :first study no attention was paid to contractual relationships 
between tenant and landlord. 
In 1916 a large number of schedules were completed for tenant 
farm operators scattered throughout the State, and a second re-
port was issued dealing chiefly with the amount of rent paid by 
the tenant, the relative merits of three general systems of renting, 
and the advantages and shortcomings of prevalent rent contracts 
in force. This material was published in Missouri Experiment 
Station Bulletin 167. This report also included suggested lease 
forms for straight share renting, share-cash renting, and crop-
livestock share renting. Along with these forms was given a brief 
discussion of the use which cost accounts serve in helping deter-
mine the input contribution of each party to the contract. This 
material is used as a guide in determining what division of the prod-
uct would be equitable. The lease forms presented also embodied 
quite a number of farm management and soil conservation prin-
ciples which should be applicable on any farm. 
Knowing that our information relating to contributions by, and 
division of returns between, landlord and tenant was limited in 
scope, an effort was made to collect and compile more adequate in-
formation on the subject of equitable sharing of costs and income 
between landlord and tenant. 
A third report, including the more pertinent m~terial in the two 
former publications, and additional material dealing with division 
<lf costs and income was issued in Missouri Experiment Station Bul-
letin 315, published in 1932. In this report there was also some re-
vision of the suggested farm lease contract. 
Throughout these years constant contact was maintained by the 
Experiment Station with representative landlords and tenants, so 
:that a more adequate understanding of problems associated with 
:the renting of land would be procured. During the last few years, 
:interest has been focused chie:f:l.y on two items, namely the equi-
tableness of common rent contracts and the feasibility of simplify-
ing the rent contract itself. 
In the following report presented by Mr. John F. Timmons, a 
graduate assistant in the department in 1937-38, there is repro-
duced first the more applicable pertinent information gathered in 
the earlier studies. This information is taken directly from the 
bulletins referred to above, either by direct quotation or thru sum-
marization. He then presents his own study, which concentrates 
attention on the improvement of leasing arrangements. Finally 
there is offered the most recent lease form developed by the de-
partment, based on Mr. Timmons' study and other information 
gleaned from studies of other Experiment Stations and the Farm 
Security Administration. Throughout the presentation the problem 
of equitableness is always emphasized, because this seems to be the 
most difficult phase to handle in preparing lease contracts. 
-0. R. JOHNSON, Ohairma,n 
Department of .Agricultural 
Economics, Un1:versity of 
Missouri 
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Landlord-1~enant Relationships In 
Renting Missouri Farms 
JOHN F. TIMMONS* 
INTRODUCTION 
For a number of years the federal Bureau of the Census and 
other agencies have been calling attention to the gradual growth 
in proportion of our farms being operated by tenants, particularly 
in the better farming sections. When economic conditions were 
favorable, prices rising and farm earnings rather satisfactory, 
there seems to have been very few questions raised with regard to 
the exact terms of the relationship between the landowner and the 
tenant who farmed his land. 
In more recent years a drastic dovvnward movement of prices 
not only turned some former farm owner operators into tenants, 
but the unemployment situation in cities drove many former farm 
people back toward the land where they became potential farm 
tenants. Thus there has developed a greater demand for farms to 
rent than we have known in a great many years. 
This general situation has in many ways caused us to look more 
critically on the rent arrangements which are being made. The 
increased competition among tenants for available farms has re-
sulted in a rise in rent rates in many sections, not thru increasing 
the share of crop which a landlord claims but in the paying of an 
additional cash sum for improvements and pasture. Thus without 
modifying the customary cropshare division this competition for 
farms has in effect increased rents. This has contributed to lower 
tenant returns or greater delinquencies in rent payments, and has 
been a factor in the growing dissatisfaction with rent terms. 
The division of benefit payments from the Agricultural Conser-
vation program has been a subject of further disagreement. Rents 
have frequently been held constant while the effective size of the 
farm unit has been reduced thru the shifting of acres to conserving 
or soil building uses. To offset this effect the law specified that 
benefit payments be divided between landlord and tenant in the 
same proportion that crops were divided. The landlord holds that 
under a crop-share division his income has been materially re-
duced while his costs have not been changed. He has the same 
*Graduate Assistant, Department of Agricultural Economics now Assistant Agricultural 
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taxes and upkeep charges with a smaller acreage as his share of 
the output. He has the same buildings as before. 'l'hus he feels 
the benefit payment should not be divided as specified in the Act. 
The tenant gives his year's time to a smaller acreage of wage pro-
ducing crops, and therefore sees his year 's total income smaller 
than before. Thus disagreement and dissatisfaction result. 
The increased emphasis which has recently been placed on de-
creased productivity of farms and failure of rents to adjust them-
selves to a lower level of productivity is another source of trouble. 
Customary crop division between landlord and tenant may easily 
be as much as ten years behind time in adjusting to changed 
productive powers of the land. 
All of the above serve to emphasize the need for a more careful 
analysis and a better understanding of input-output relationships 
for the tenant and the landlord. There is every reason to feel that 
tenants and landlords are becoming more conscious of the signifi-
cance of the specific terms under which farms are leased. 
We have heard many expressions such as: "We need a State 
la'w which requires written contracts." "We should prohibit one-
year leases.'' ''There should be provided damage for disturbance, 
in all lease contracts.'' ''Reimbursement for unexhausted im-
provements should be provided for.'' 
All of this means that when margins for either tenant or land-
lord, or both, become sufficiently narrow, then a more careful anal-
ysis of the part each contributes and the reward each receives is 
in order. 
Thus it is that in the following presentation, after a review of 
earlier pertinent information concerning landlord-tenant relation-
ships, this study centers its attention on problems connected with 
the preparation of a better farm lease contract. The procedure 
has been deliberately to study those farm lease contracts in force 
on farms where both landlord and tenant seem to be content with 
the provisions of the lease under which they are working. This 
procedure has been followed on the theory that if we expect to 
find practical suggestions looking toward the improvement of farm 
leases, we are most likely to find these suggestions in leases which 
are receiving approval by both the landlord and his tenant. 
Thus there have been brought together the details of the lease 
contracts under which some 360 Missouri farms are being operated 
as tenant farms. These leases come from all parts of the State, as 
will be observed by a glance at Figure 1. Characteristics common 
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Fig. !.-Distribution and Location of Farms on \Vhich Satisfactory Renting Arrangements 
Were Studied. (360 Farms; 1938. ) 
to these leases are the characteristics which are emphasized in the 
follovving discussion. No attempt is made to relate these data 
statistically to the average landlord-tenant circumstances. It is 
believed that observance of these commonly found provisions 
should tend to strengthen leases which will be drawn in the future. 
Finally, we have prepared a revised farm lease form which is 
presented in this publication. This lease form embodies the essen-
tial characteristics common to ·the satisfactory leases analyzed in 
this study. No claim to entire originality is made, as many of the 
features of this lease may be found in lease forms developed by 
other Experiment Stations and by the Farm Security Administra-
tion. 
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NATURE AND PREVALENCE OF FARM TENANCY 
There seems to be no abatement in the demand by certain farm-
ers that someone furnish them the land on which to conduct their 
farming operations. Thus we have a class of farmers commonly 
spoken of as tenants. Renting land is a normal step by which 
many of our young farmers become farm operators and eventually 
landowners. Normally it is not difficult for a young man to save 
sufficient capital to equip himself for farming. It is not so simple 
for him to acquire the farm. Consequently, he must depend on 
someone's furnishing him the farm for a certain consideration, just 
as any one engaged in business may expect to secure the loan of 
capital or the rent of building in which to conduct business. Un-
der ordinary circumstances this is a normal and · most desirable 
procedure for both the beginning farmer and the landowner who 
happens to wish either to devote his own time to some other activity 
or to retire from the active operation of his land. This also hap-
pens to be a mechanism whereby a landowner may assign to one 
of his children the privilege and task of operating the land in 
which that heir may own only a small interest. Thus, the interest 
of the other heirs may be fully safeguarded. Under ordinary cir-
cumstances it may be expected that an heir placed in charge of the 
farm may eventually be able to purchase the interest of other heirs 
and thus retain the original farm unit as a going concern. Ordi-
narily conditions do not change sufficiently in one generation to 
justify the subdivision of .a farm unit that has been found by long 
experience to be the most efficient working unit. Many instances 
can be cited where such subdivision has only led to a more or less 
permanent sentence to a relatively mediocre subsistence level or to 
eventual disappointment and consequent desertion of farming as a 
mode of living. 
There is another side to the tenant problem which has always 
been with us in a very minor form but which has recently assumed 
a major significance. That is the renting problem in connection 
with repossessed farms. Generally, an investor lending money on 
farm land does not lend with the idea of becoming the owner and 
supervisor of such property. This market for his loan fund he has 
considered as offering the best possibilities for utilizing that loan 
fund. If economic conditions arise which make it necessary for 
him to possess the land held as security for the loan in order to 
protect that loan, he then becomes the unwilling proprietor of a 
farm. As proprietor he must see that the land is operated in order 
that his investment may not be entirely dissipated. Consequently, 
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his usual course is to rent the land until such time as he can find 
a satisfactory market for the property. At the present time there 
are a very large number of farms found in this situation. Lend-
ing agencies have varied experiences in .the selling of such re-
possessed lands and there are times when such lands may be operated 
by the lending agency for longer or shorter periods, while the 
market for such land is in process of stabilizing. Thus, today this 
phase of the. renting problem is an abnormally important part of 
the renting problem. 
The recognition of tenancy as a major agricultural problem has 
come about comparatively recently. Practically no attention was 
accorded the tenant problem until the 1880 United States Census, 
which was the first Census to give tenancy statistics, stated that 
25.6 per cent of the farms in the United States were operated by 
tenants. This was a significant :finding because it placed tenancy 
in a position to be studied and considered along with other agri-
cultural problems. 
Since 1880, many £actors have contributed toward an increased 
amount of tenancy. The supply of new lands available for agri-
cultural settlement has become exhausted. Heavy indebtedne;;;s 
occurring during periods of inflation, followed by deflation and 
falling prices, has contributed toward the increase of farm tenancy. 
These conditions have discouraged owner operatorship of land un-
til the 1935 United States Census states that 42.8 per cent of the 
farms in the United States are operated by tenants. Over two 
farmers out of five are tenants. 
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Fig. 2.-Growth of Farm Tenancy in the United States and Missouri from 1880 to 1935. 
(Adapted from United States Census.) 
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Farm tenancy in Missouri has grown fully as rapidly as has ten-
ancy in the United States as shown in Fig. 2, increasing from 22.2 
per cent in 1880 to 38.8 per cent in 1935. 
The cotton area of Southeast Missouri has a higher amount of 
t enancy than any other section of the state. (Figure 3.) Over 
C:=J less than t ~ Over~ to h' 
~ . f rem~ to~ El Over ~to~ 
~ Over 1 to1 .. 0 ver ;\: 
Fig. 3.-Prevalence of Tenant Farming in Missouri as Shown by Portion of Farms Ope1·ated 
by Tenrtnts. (Adapted from United States Census.) 
90 per cent of the farms in New Madrid County are operated by 
tenants. 'l'he conditions found in this area are very similar to those 
found in much of the Cotton South. The fertile grain and livestock 
producing area of Northwest Missouri is the next highest tenancy 
area in the state. In Atchison County over 50 per cent of the farms 
are operated by tenants. 'l'his area is representative of l\Iid-west-
ern Corn Belt conditions. The type of farming 'vith the accom-
panying type of tenancy is comparable to the corn belt area iii 
general. The counties located in the southwest cent ral section of 
the state have a somewhat lower amount of tenancy than is found 
in the other two areas mentioned. This area, which is an extension 
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of the Great Plains Area, is representative of conditions and types 
of farming found farther west. The lowest tenancy area is found 
in the Ozarks. Only 17 per cent of the farms in Reynolds County 
were operated by tenants in 1935. This r epresents a decrease in 
tenancy from 1880 when 22 per cent of the Reynolds County farms 
were tenant operated. Tenancy throughout the Ozarks is either 
stationary or decreasing and presents much less of a problem than 
in other parts of the state. However , the tenancy conditions which 
do exist are similar to conditions through southwestern and north-
ern areas and may be treated in much the same manner. 
There are certain services that the institution of tenancy per-
form. A portion of our farmers seem to profit from the guidance 
and advice supplied by landlords who may have greater experience 
and knowledge of farming problems. Another normal function of 
tenancy is to accommodate farmers who have not accumulated suf-
ficient capital to make the necessary payment on a farm. Some 
farmers do not wish to be tied down by a fixed capit al investment 
in real estate and therefore prefer t o rent the f arms they operate. 
Other farmers prefer tenancy above ownership as a form of land 
tenure for numerous reasons. It appears that the normal functionR 
of tenancy under our system require that 30 out of every 100 farm-
ers should be tenants. This is an arbitrary figure which has little 
factual basis. The channels to ownership should be kept open to 
all energetic, qualified, and deserving farmers who wish to become 
owners. It would also seem desirable to provide for the others a 
system of tenancy which will afford security, and protection for 
both the land and the worker on that land. 
According to Figure 4 adapted from the United States Census, 
almost 50 per cent of the Missouri tenants remain on their farms 
less than two years. Under these conditions it is exceedingly dif-
ficult to develop farming practices and systems designed to con-
serve the soil and maintain or increase its productivity. Several 
years are required to effect most soil conservation practices. Bene-
fits may mature slowly. Few farmers will follow long-time soil im-
provement practices without assurance that they will remain on 
the farm long enough to realize the consequent benefit s or else re-
ceive compensation for unused portions of improvements when 
quitting the farm. 
Tenants, occupying 343 farms included in this survey, have lived 
on their present farms an average of 8.7 or almost nine years as 
shown in Figure 4. It is obvious that this group of tenants has 
possessed far more stability of tenure than average Missouri ten-
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(From 19.15 United States Census.) 
ants, 34 percent of whom move every year. In fact, this group 
has very closely approached the stability enjoyed by owner opera-
tors. 
Of course, stability of tenure does not necessarily mean security 
of tenure although the two terms are related. It is difficult to as-
certain the degree of security these tenants have experienced year 
by year although their tenure has been rather stable. In other 
words, the assurance of remaining on the farm for several years 
may not have been enjoyed by these tenants. Stability of tenure, 
however, is indicative of security, and the foundation upon which 
stability of tenure is built would certainly be conducive to security 
of tenure and resultant benefits. 
Tenants will probably continue to constitute a substantial por-
tion of our farmers. Therefore, efforts spent toward the improve-
ment of landlord-tenant relationships should be a significant 
contribution to agricultural welfare. Such improvement should 
undoubtedly result in greater stability and security of farmers and 
their communities, greater protection for the landlord and his land, 
and better farming methods and practices. 
Census reports also furnish information on land operated and 
investments. Table 1 gives the number of acres farmed per farm 
operator and the number of crop acres harvested as shown by the 
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Census for 1935, 1930, and 1925. Table 2 shows the amount of 
capital represented by land and buildings in 1935, and implements 
and machinery in 1930 on owner and tenant farms. 
TABLE 1.-SIZE OF FARM AND CROP ACRES BY TENURE AS TAKEN FROM 
THE UNITED STATES CENSUS 
Acres Farmed per Operator 
Crops Harvested 
per Farm 
1935 1930 1925 1920 1935 1930 1925 
Owners .. 117 124 125 129 33 43 46 
Part Owners • • .. 169 171 154 155 65 73 74 
Managers . . ... 391 332 330 295 108 102 107 
Total Tenants . • • 119 124 112 125 45 54 55 
Cash Tenants • • 103 101 111 39 45 
Other · Tenants 129 115 128 57 57 
Note-1935 data not available for Cash Tenants and Other Tenants. 
TABLE 2.-CAPITAL INVESTMENT IN LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS AND IN 
MACHINERY BY TENURE AS GIVEN IN THE UNITED STATES CENSUS 
Value of Land and 
Buildings Per Farm, 1935 
Owners . . . ............. .. . . .. . ...... . 
Part Owners .... . ...• . . . .•.. . .. ... ... 
Managers .....• . ...... . • . ... . ........ 
Total Tenants ..... . ..... . ........... . 
Cash Tenants • ...•..... .. .... . ....... 
Other Tenants ............ ...... . . .. . 
3, 774 
5,094 
18,801 
3,591 
Value of Implements and 
Machinery Per Farm, 1930 
360 
510 
924 
315 
According to this information the farm tenant is farming about 
the same amount of land in one unit as is the straight farm owner. 
He is growing more acres of crops on his land. The value of land 
and buildings operated by the tenant is practically the same as 
for the owner. The only material difference seems to be in the ten-
dency of the tenant to grow more crops and to be a little less well 
equipped with implements and machinery. 
ECONOMIC COMPARISONS OF OWNERS AND TENANTS 
Table 3 is taken directly from Missouri Agricultural Experiment 
Station Bulletin 167, and gives a comparison of tenants and owners 
made in that study. 
TABLE 3.-TENANTS AS FARMERS AND CITIZENS 
Capital. .•...........•..........•........ , .... • •• 
Acres farmed .. . ..... ... ........... . .•. . .•. . .... 
Farm income .. . . .. ........... . .......... . ..... . 
Corn, yield per acre, bu. . .......... . ..... . ..... . 
Total animal units• ...... . ... .•.• .•...... ... .... 
Receipts from crops , per cent . . ..... . ..... . ..... . 
Crops sold, returned in feed bought, % ••..•••..• 
Children completing district school, % ......... . 
Church contributions, per farm •..•......... . .... 
272 Owners 
$12,555.00 
135.9 
$942.00 
38.3 
20.5 
26.2 
49.0 
32.7 
$11.62 
179 Tenants 
$1,,'i47.00 
133.5 
$578.00 
32.9 
15.0 
51.2 
18.7 
13.7 
$4.47 
""An animal unit is one work horse or its equivalent in other live stock. based on the amount 
of feed consumed in one year. 
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Table 4 compares owners', part owners' and tenants' investment 
and earnings as shown by a recent study in Harrison County. These 
figures are for the crop year 1937, which was about average in 
most respects. This study ·was made primarily for other purposes 
and is composed of a small sample but gives some useful compari-
son between owner, part owner, and tenant farms. Owners and 
part owners had about the same capital investment which was ap-
proximately four times the tenants ' total investment. Farmers 
owning part of their land had considerably larger investments in 
livestock, equipment, and feeds and supplies than did owners or 
tenants. Both tenants and part owners had larger operating capi-
tal investments than did owners. Tenants' total receipts amounted 
to $3144 which was greater than owners' receipts but only about 
two-thirds as much as the part owners' receipts. The total ex-
penses incurred by tenants were considerably less than expenses 
incurred by owners or part owners. Owners lacked $258 of mak-
ing interest on owned capital, to say nothing about receiving any 
wage for management, while part owners received $215 and ten-
ants received $157 for management after all expenses were paid, 
including labor and interest on investments. These figures do not 
take into account what has happened to land productivity, as no 
means was available for evaluating this effect. It is entirely pos-
sible for farmers to receive large management returns and at the 
same time decrease the productivity of their farm. In this in-
stance, returns based only upon income might be high while net 
returns considering both income and land depreciation might be 
low. 
TABLE 4.-!NVESTMENT AND EARNINGS OF SOME HARRISON COUNTY OWNERS 
AND TENANTS IN 1937 
Factor 
N umber of Farms .. . ... . ... . .. . . . . . . . 
Acres in Farm .. .. . .. .. . ...... .. ... . 
Acres in Crops .. .. ..... . .... . ....... . 
Capital: Total ......•.... . . • . .. ..... • • 
Real Estate ...... .... ... . . . ..... . 
Livestock ........ . . .•... ... ..... . 
Equipment ..... . .........•..•.... 
Feed and Supplies . . . .. .... . ..... . 
Receipts: Total ..... . .. .. . ..... . ..... . 
Crop . . ... ... . ... ... .. . .. . . ...... . 
Livestock . . .. .. . ............ . . . . . 
Miscellaneous .. . .... . ..•. . . .. • ; •. 
Increased Inventory .. . ...... . . . .. . 
Expenses : Total .. .. . .. . .. .. . . . ... . .. . 
Cash . .. . . . .. ...... . .... . . . . . .... . 
Decreased Inventory ..... .... .... . 
Net Farm Income ... .............. .. . 
Net Cash Income ............ . ....... . 
Management Return .... .. ........... . 
Owners 
23 
170 
77 
$7984 
5962 
1194 
407 
421 
$1762 
244 
979 
116 
423 
$1536 
1303 
233 
$ 226 
$ 36 
- $ 258 
Part Owners T enants 
23 24 
243 264 
115 115 
$8849 $2179 
5857 i27:i 1648 
605 494 
739 413 
$3144 $2104 
228 118 
1764 969 
251 498 
901 519 
$2068 $1174 
1668 979 
400 195 
$1076 $ 930 
$ 575 $ 616 
$ 215 $ 157 
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Tenants renting farms under crop-share arrangements operated 
little more than half as much as crop-livestock-share tenants, yet 
both groups had about the same number of acres of crops as shown 
in Table 5. 
TABLE 5.-!NVESTMENT AND EARNINGS OF TENANTS UNDER DIFFERENT 
RENTING SYSTEMS (Harrison County, 1937) 
Factor 
Number of Farms ... .. ....... • ......................... 
Acres in Farm ....................................... . 
Acres in Crops .•.. . .. •. .... • .....••... • .......... . . ... 
Capital: Total .......••.................. • ..... •... .... 
Real Estate .•..........••...•.•.•...•.....•.....•.. 
Livestock ................ . .....•. . .......•.......• 
Equipment ...... . ................................ . 
Feed and Supplies ...............................•• 
Receipts: Total •................................•..... 
Crop ............................................ .. 
Livestock ..•.•. .... ...........••.. .... .•....•....• 
Miscellaneous ..........••...................•..... 
Increased Inventory ............... • ............... 
Expenses: Total ........•................. . ..... . .... • . 
Cash ................................ . ............ . 
Decreased Inventory ............... . ............. .. 
Net Farm Income ................................... . 
Net Cash Income .•................. . ........... . ...... 
Management Return .... . .. . ...................... . ... . 
Cropshare 
14 
200 
112 
$2240 
1254 
534 
452 
$2166 
148 
939 
545 
534 
$1126 
955 
171 
$1040 
$ 677 
$ 303 
Stockshare 
9 
384 
130 
$2017 
1137 
482 
398 
$2121 
78 
1041 
449 
553 
$1222 
973 
249 
$ 899 
$ 595 
-$ 126 
Crop acreages are significant but not always indicative of the 
extent to which soil productivity is being maintained. Too often, 
crops are fed on pasture lands rather than on crop lands, thus leav-
ing little benefit in soil maintenance on crop fields. 
Crop-share tenants invested more capital than did stock-share 
tenants and in turn received larger receipts. There was little dif-
ference in expenses incurred between the two systems of renting. 
Crop-share tenants received greater returns than did stock-share 
tenants, but as stated abovi:i we do not know how well the soil was 
maintained under the two systems. Farms rented under stock-
share arrangements had a much larger percentage of land in 
pasture and a much smaller percentage of land in crops when com-
pared with the farms rented under crop-share arrangements. 
According to Table 6, the tenant's capital investment was only 
about one-fifth that of the landlord. The tenant's entire $2179 in-
vestment was in operating capital, while about 95 per cent of the 
landlord's investment was in fixed capital in the form of real es-
tate. Tenants received over twice the amount of receipts and in-
curred twice the amount of expenses of landlords. Tenants re-
ceived a farm income of $930 as compared with $401, including 
cash rent, for landlords. Tenants had $157 remaining for manage-
ment after all expenses were paid. 
16 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
TABLE 6.-lNVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND EARNINGS OF HARRISON COUNTY 
LANDLORDS AND TENANTS IN 1937 
.Factors 
Number . ............... . . . ... • .. .. . 
Acres Operated ... . .. . .. .. . •.. .. .... 
Acres of Crops .. ..... ... ... ... ... . . 
Capital: Total ... .. ... . . . . . . ...... . 
Real Estate ..... . ......... . . .. . 
Livestock .............. .. ...... . 
Equipment . .. ...... . . .. .... . .. • 
Feeds and Supplies ...... . ... . . . 
Receipts: Total ...... .. .. ... ....... . 
Crop .. .... . ... • ...... . ..... .. . . 
Livestock . ... .. • ..... .. ...• . . ... 
:Miscellaneous . . ... .. ... . .. .. . . . . 
Increased Inventory ...... . . ... . 
Cash Rent . . ..... . .. . ...... ...... . . 
Expenses: Total ..... .. ..... . . . ... . . 
Crop ...... ... ... . ....... . . . .. . . 
Livestock ............ . .... . .... . 
Decreased Inventory .. ... .. . ... . 
Fixed Expenses . . ... . . . ... . . ... . 
Other Expenses • ...... . .. . .. .. .. 
Net Farm Income ................. . 
N ct Cash Income .............. • . .. 
:Management Return .. . . . . . ....... . . 
Farm 
24 
264 
115 
$13 ,245 
10,344 
1,771 
584 
546 
$ 3,046 
139 
1,297 
839 
771 
$ 1,818 
162 
11 
297 
303 
l.045 
$ 1,208 
$ 754 
Tenant 
$ 2,179 
1,272 
494 
413 
$ 2,104 
118 
969 
498 
519 
$. i:i74 
102 
s 
195 
184 
685 
$ 930 
$ 606 
$ 157 
RENTING SYSTEMS IN PRACTICE 
Landlord 
$ii:ci66 
10,344 
499 
90 
133 
$ 1,045 
21 
328 
341 
252 
$ 103 
$ 644 
60 
3 
102 
119 
360 
$ 40i 
$ 251 
There are four common methods of renting land in practice in 
this state. If given in order of their numerical importance, cash 
and crop-share renting would come first. The one second in im-
portance would be straight crop-share renting. The third would be 
cash renting, and the fourth, crop and livestock-share renting. Of 
the 360 renting systems studied in this survey, 171 were cash and 
crop-share; 140 were crop and livestock; 36 were straight crop-
share; and 13 were cash, indicating that there is no "one" best 
system. There are certain circumstances under which some one 
of these systems will generally fit better than any of the others, 
and there are specific reasons why certain landowners and tenants 
prefer a particular system. 
Relation Between Quality of Land and Renting Systems 
.There is a problem involved in the relationship between quality 
of land and method of renting which is worthy of considerable 
attention. In Missouri, cash rent is ordinarily confined to lands 
involved in the less productive farm enterprises, while share rent 
is the custom vvith the more productive lands. An approximate 
picture of this problem is given in Table 7. The reason for the cus-
tom seems to lie in the range which actually exists in land produc-
tivity as compared with the customary range which exists in rent 
rates. For instance, an owner charging one-half the crop on 50-
bushel corn land receives 25 bushels for rent. If he has 25-bushel 
corn land, he is likely to receive as rent one-third the corn crop, or 
8 bushels rent. The quality of his land has decreased two-thirds. 
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TABLE 7.-RENT PA.ID FOR LANDS CLASSIFIED BY VALUE AND WITH DIFFERENT 
RENT SYSTEMS, IN DOLLARS PER ACRE AND PER CENT OF 
MARKET VALUE 
Rate per Acre Rate per Acre Rate per Acre Average Rate 
Share Renting Share· Cash Cash per Acre 
Land Value $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Under $40 4.67 17.0 3.37 10.7 1.35 5.1 3.33 11.6 
$40 to $59 5.38 10.7 3.97 8.2 1.94 4.0 3.67 7.5 
$60 to $79 6.03 9.0 4.48 6.6 3.97 5.6 4.79 7.0 
$80 to $99 5.16 6.1 4.69 5.3 3.33 3.8 4.31 4.9 
$100 to $119 7.12 6.7 6.70 6.4 4.53 4.4 5.51 5·.2 
$120 to $139 .... 9.27 7.3 6.00 4.8 4.32 3.6 5.91 4.8 
$140 to $159 ... . 11.26 7.7 8.35 5.6 4.56 3.0 7.87 5.3 
$160 to $179 .. .. 9.81 5.9 8.09 4.7 4.63 2.7 7.75 4.6 
$180 to $199 .... 9.62 5.3 9.62 5.3 
$200 and over ... 9.45 4.7 9.87 4.8 4.13 2.0 7.91 3.9 
Average ......... $6.39 8.1% $4.90 6.5% $3.50 4.2% $4.83 6.2% 
If such lands were rented for cash it is extremely unlikely that the 
50-bushel land would rent for. three times as much cash rent as 
would the 25-bushel land. Thus the owner renting on a share basis 
is either charging too much for the poorer land or not enough for 
good land, or we might also say the tenant is paying too much for 
the poor land or not enough for the good land. However, as the 
actual size of the payment increases, the risk item seems to increase 
more rapidly. Thus custom has established its own regulation, so 
that where cash rents are involved, a considerable allowance is 
made for the risk item on the better lands. This allowance has gen-
erally been so large that a tenant can seldom rent the best lands 
on a cash basis, the owner preferring to carry his share of the 
risk and accept his share of reward or penalty, as the case may be. 
Another important principle involved is shown in Table 8 and 
Figure 5. These data are taken from actual records of rents, and 
so well illustrate the principle that they are here repeated. The 
only assumption made in this table is that money value of land 
and yielding ability go hand in hand. This is probably a safe as-
sumption when a conside.rable number of farms are involved, as 
was the case in this study. It should be noted that the tenant's 
share of the crop aside from the two extreme cases is a relatively 
TABLE 8.-RELATION BETWEEN LAND VALUES, YIELDS, AND RENT PAID IN 
BUSHELS FOR ALL SHARE RENTED CORN LAND 
Land Value Yield per acre 
Average bushels Tenant's return 
given for rent in bushels 
Under $40 . .. . . .. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 25.8 10.0 15.8 
$40 to $59 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.9 10.9 18.0 
$60 to $79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.0 11.1 16.9 
$80 to $99 ..... , . . . .. . . . . .. • .. • . . .. 28.7 
$100 to $119 . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 32.3 
11.3 17.4 
14.2 18.1 
$120 to $139 . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . 33.5 
$140 to $159 . . .. . .. .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 37.1 
16.4 17.1 
18.4 18.7 
$160 to $179 . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 37.7 
$180 and over .. . . . . .. . • . . .. . . . . . .. . 49.5 
18.8 18.9 
24.7 24.8 
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Fig. S.-The Division ·of the Average Corn Crop on All Share Rented Farms, Between 
Owner and Tenant, Grouping the Farms by Land Value. 
constant quantity. The variation is no doubt due to the sample. 
The tendency is clear. The tenant's increase should be only suffi-
cient to cover the added cost of handling the larger crop. Most of 
his costs will be fairly constant. His harvesting, storage, and mar-
keting costs will involve the only increases. On the other hand, 
the owner's cost is a constantly increasing one, consequently his 
share of the crop should conform to this increasing cost. 
Table 9 shows the correlation between customary rent and yield-
ing ability of lands involved. This should be considered in connec-
tion with Table 8, which is the actual tabulation of rent paid. 
There were not enough instances of corn land renting at less than 
two-fifths to enable Table 8 to show this effect. 
TABLE 9.-YIELDS OF CORN LAND RENTING AT DIFFERENT RATES 
Rate Per cent valued at less than $80 
One-third . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 90.4 
Two-fifths . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73 .3 
One-half . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 36.0 
Average yield per acre 
27.8 bu. 
30.9 bu. 
35 .l bu. 
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There is another aspect of this problem which has recently at-
tracted considerable attention. Assuming that the landlord's ma-
jor contribution is his land, we can reason that his contribution 
varies with the quality of land. Similarly, rentals, both cash and 
share, should vary with quality of land. An individual tenant's 
contribution, consisting mainly of labor and management, remains 
relatively constant regardless of the quality of the land which he 
operates. It appears that the amount of the crop received by the 
tenant should remain nearly constant while the landlord's quantity 
should be flexible and vary with the quality of his land. 
If the quality of land has been declining, the landlord's con-
tribution to the enterprise has likewise been declining. This situa-
tion indicates th~t the landlord's receipts should decrease relative 
to his decreased contribution. Information reported in Missouri 
Station Research Bulletin 282 should prove helpful in evaluating 
quality of land trends based on crop yields. It is possible that in-
creased rents and decreased land productivity encourage soil de-
pletion, because the tenant is forced to farm more intensively and 
produce more crops in order to meet the increased rentals. Ulti-
mately increased rentals may result in the sale of part of the capi-
tal value of the land through soil depletion in addition to the sale 
of crops which the land is capable of producing and at the same 
time maintaining its productivity. 
In addition to quality of land, the size of farm may influence the 
amount of rental. It seems logical that the total normal produc-
tion of a farm, determined by both quality of land and number of 
acres, would affect the mount of rent which should be paid for the 
use of land. Too often our thinking is in terms of yield per acre 
rather than total production of the farming unit. As productivity 
of the land, determined by yield per acre, decreases, the number 
of acres should be increased in order that the total production may 
be maintained, if the farm is to remain rentable. It is quite pos-
sible that the total normal production based upon land quality and 
acres in the farm would be low enough that little or no rent would 
remain :for the land owner after the production expenses, which 
are relatively :fixed, are paid, and therefore the farm would be sub-
adequate for renting purposes. In other words, it is entirely pos-
sible to have no-rent land. 
The four common systems of renting farms in Missouri are de-
scribed under the following topics. 
Crop-Share Renting.-When land is practically all tillable and 
very fertile, we wHl usually find owners and tenants preferring 
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a straight crop-share rent. Pasture land under these circumstances 
is not an important consideration. Good crop land is very popular 
among tenants who do not have much capital, because relatively 
large crops can be produced with little equipment and supplies. 
Furthermore, these tenants have little property to offer as security 
for cash rent. Under such conditions the owner wishes to retain 
considerable supervisory authority. Thus the owner carries con-
siderable risk when renting his land for a share of the crop and 
reserves considerable supervision. Under these circumstances rents 
·are high from a tenant's standpoint because the landlord is getting 
paid for carrying part of the risk of crop production. 
Cash, Crop-Share Lease.-The next natural step is for a tenant 
to accumulate a little livestock other than his vv9rk stock and his 
milk cows. Consequently, he soon becomes interested in renting a 
farm with some pasture land and facilities for taking care of his 
livestock. Thus more improvements are involved and the owner, in 
order to justify furnishing these improvements and the pasture 
land, must exact a cash rent for a part of his land. His crop land 
will still be rented for a share. This is the most common system 
of renting in practice in Missouri. This system generally results 
in better care of the farm because most of the crops grown are fed 
on the farm. Under straight crop-share arrangements the crops 
are usually sold for cash. 
In case crop and stock-share arrangements are not feasible nor 
desirable, cash-crop-share renting offers an excellent substitute. 
Most Missouri farms have permanent pasture land in connection 
with their cropland. Furthermore, most Missouri farms are not 
adapted to the continual production of cash crops but must be ro-
tated with hay and pasture crops. Such roughage crops must be 
fed to livestock on the farm if maximum profits are to be realized. 
Under this arrangement the landlord reserves considerable sup-
ervision over the farm. Generally, the landlord and tenant to-
gether work out a farming system at least one year and generally 
three or four years in advance. This insures close cooperation be-
tween landlord and tenant and contributes toward stability and 
security of tenure of the operator. With this arrangement the 
land will usually be better cared for; consequently the owner can 
afford to take some of his rent in a less severe handling of the land. 
Therefore, such farms usually rent for a little less total rent than 
in the first case mentioned. As to quality of lands involved in this 
case, some of the lands will be as good as the first grade lands men-
tioned above, but to these lands will be attached some permanent 
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pastures not generally found in the first-class. Then in this clas~ 
also comes a large acreage of lands not quite so productive as the 
first-grade group. 
Cash Renting.-In the third class of renting systems, namely 
cash rent, we find tenants who have accumulated sufficient capital 
in money, livestock, and equipment that they can afford to rent a 
good live stock farm and relieve the owner of much of the risk 
involved by offering him cash rent for his land. The owner is thus 
enabled to quote a lower rent rate and be assured of his return and 
further be assured that the tenant will follow a careful farming 
system. Risk is an expensive thing to carry when you must pay 
someone to carry it for you. It is a profitable thing to carry when 
it is the farm operator carrying it himself. So that a good farm 
operator with ample livestock and equipment can well afford to 
rent for cash when business conditions are fairly stable. The own-
er of the farm involved is also advantaged by such a system where 
a good tenant is the second party. If business conditions are not 
stable, then this system of renting is very dangerous. Farming is 
such a long-time enterprise and so poorly adapted to prompt read-
justment that cash rent arrangements may become very unfair or 
their conditions impossible to meet before either owner or tenant 
can do anything about it. 
There is developing a method of handling this problem of chang-
ing price level and its effect on cash rents. The procedure is about 
as follows: The two parties agree on a rental rate per acre con-
sistent with the present price level. They then agree to make cer-
tain adjustments in this rate if the price level changes materially 
between the time the contract is drawn and the time the rent is 
due. Small changes in price level are not considered of sufficient 
significance to justify a recomputation of the rent rate. One might 
conclude that a change either upward or downward amounting to 
as much as 8 or 10 per cent would justify a recalculation of the 
rate to be paid. The method of arriving at an adjustment is illus-
trated in Table 10. In the :first place, the contract usually limits 
the farming activities to certain rather specific sources of income. 
In order to make corrections these sources of income must be 
known and their approximate amount of income under present 
price conditions estimated. Present prices are understood to be 
representative of a two or three months period at the time these 
estimates are made. The next step is to learn what prices for these 
same products are at the time the rent payment is due. These prices 
must also represent a two or three months period nearest the rent 
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TABLE 10.-lLLUSTRATION OF CASH RENT ADJUSTMENT MADE BECAUSE OF 
CHANGE IN FARM PRICE LEVEL BETWEEN TIME RENT CONTRACT 
Is DRAWN AND TIME RENT MUST BE PAID 
Probable Production According 
to Contract Agree111ent 
Enterprise 
Hogs ...... .. . 
Beef ........ . 
Butterfat .... . 
Eggs .. . ..... . 
Estimated 
Income 
$1,000 
400 
400 
200 
Total $2,000 
465 
Farm Price for Each Product 
2 or 3 Months' Average 
At Time Con- At Time R ent 
tract is Drawn is Due 
$4.00 
5.00 
.24 
.15 
$3.00 
4.00 
.20 
.10 
Per cent decrease = -- = 23.2% 
2,000 
Percentage 
Change 
+=Increase 
- =Decrease 
-25% 
-20 
-17 
-30 
465 
Resulting 
Effect on 
Income 
$750 
320 
332 
133 
1535 
Note: So far as the farm is concerned, price changes amounting to -- or 23.2% have 
2,000 
made it more difficult for the tenant to pay rent. So the same disadvantage should be passed 
on to the landlord. Thus, if the agreed rate at the time the contract was signed was $4.00 
per acre, then this rate should be decreased by the same percentage that prices fell or 23.2%, 
which would make the rent rate $3.07 per acre. If this were a 160 acre farm, the rent would 
be decreased by $149; or of the $465 decrease the tenant would pass to the owner in decreased 
rent $149, leaving a balance of $316 for the net decrease to the tenant. Conditions might 
arise where this method would need some modification to allow for change in cost of operation 
for the tenant, but such change is seldom so marked within one calendar year as to justify 
this operation. 
paying date. Then the percentage change in price for each enter-
prise is applied to the estimated size of the income from that en-
terprise. Thus the effect of this price change on the income from 
the enterprises can be computed. This percentage change can then 
be applied to the original agreement so that the rent rate is cor-
rected for the influence of change in price level on tlie tenant's 
sales. In the illustration used, there was a decrease of 23 per cent 
in the estimated income under the two circumstances. This means 
that the tenant would find it more difficult to pay the base rate. 
Thus while he was suffering a decrease of income of $465, this same 
percentage decrease was applied to the owner by reducing the rent 
rate 23 per cent. This made a total reduction in rent of $149. So 
the net effect is that the tenant would take $316 of the loss and the 
owner $149. In actual practice these changes are usually not ap-
plied to the nearest dollar. The change based on the :figures in the 
illustration would more likely be a reduction in rent of 75 cents 
per acre. Increases would be handled in the same way. 
The principle behind this suggestion is that with a changing· price 
level and with the time element such an important factor in farm 
rent contracts, it is almost impossible for owner and tenant to pro-
tect themselves against changes in prices over which they individ-
ually have no control and which may easily render it impossible 
for the tenant to meet a pledge made several months earlier and 
an owner to be fairly dealt with under such changing circum-
stances. Experience has taught us that the business cycle is of such 
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nature that rises and falls in the price level are often so abrupt as 
to make desirable some mechanism by which time contracts can be 
made to protect the contracting parties. Most of this protection is. 
needed when a price level is falling, but it is occasionally quite de-
sirable when the price level is rising. 
Measuring the exact position of the price level at any particular 
point of time is only an approximation depending on the relative 
importance of the various commodities entering into the composi-
tion of that price level. Consequently, correcting for change in 
the price level because of movement of the business cycle is usually 
applied only in round numbers. For this reason it is quite probable 
that changes of less than 8 or 10 per cent in price level would not 
be adjusted for, and, as in the illustration, a decrease of 23 per cent 
would most likely be considered as a decrease of 20 per cent and 
the correction would be one of 75 cents per acre. In spite of the 
approximations which are applied in making corrections, the gen-
eral method avoids such circumstances as confronted some farmers 
in 1920 when their cash rent pledge to the landowner amounted 
to more than the total market value of the crop produced. Such 
a method would most likely stabilize incomes for owners, and in 
the long run prove of distinct advantage. 
While this plan is designed primarily to correct cash rents for 
price level changes, it also attempts to correct for crop production 
in that crop production affects the price of the commodities upon 
which the rent adjustment is based. This is especially true when 
the tenant markets his crops through livestock, and thus he is in a 
position to make adjustments for both price and crop production 
through livestock prices. 
TABLE 11.-!LLUSTR.A.TION OF CASH RENT ADJUSTMENT MADE BECAUSE OF 
CHANGE IN CROP PRICES AND PRODUCTION BETWEEN TIME RENT 
CONTRACT ls DRAWN AND TIME RENT MUST BE PAID 
Items 
Land Use 
Yield 
Per Cent 
Normal Normal 
Acres Rent Rent This for This 
Planted Share Acres Farm County Year Price 
Value 
Per Total 
Acre Rent 
Corn . . . . . . 10 'h 5.0 40 90 3.6 $ .75 $27.00 $135.00 
Wheat . . . . 10 % 3.3 20 75 15 .80 12.00 40.00 
Meadow . . . 10 'h 5.0 2 50 1 8.00 8.00 40.00 
Pasture . . . . 10 x x x x x x 2.00 20.00 
Buildings . . x x x x x x x x 150.00 
-----------------
---------
Total Cash Rent for This Year 385. 00 
Note: Yield information from county adjustment association might prove valuable in helping 
landlord and tenant to arrive at normal yields for their farm. The per cent normal yield 
figure can be taken from state statistician reports or from County Adjustment Association 
yields calculated from measured acres. Either county or township information should be 
available for determining both normal and annual yields. 
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Tenants selling their crops for cash, instead of through livestock, 
are not in a position to benefit from this plan. Therefore, a sup-
. plemental plan based directly upon the price and production of 
each crop is outlined in 'l'able 11 for use by cash crop farmers. Thi::; 
plan is designed to permit cash rents to vary directly with the prices 
of crops grown and also with natural conditions, like weather and 
insects, not under control of the farmer. Experiences gained dur-
ing the drouth years of 1934 and 1936, when considerable renting 
difficulties developed because no previous arrangements had been 
made to adjust cash rents to crop failure, are incorporated in this 
plan. In many instances landlords and tenants terminated their 
relationships, and through necessity reduced rents without any 
uniformity or method for reduction. 
According to this plan the landlord and tenant would agree to 
the kind and acres of crops to be planted, normal yields for these 
crops, customary rental shares, and pasture and building rentals 
at the time the rental agreement is made. Present yields for the 
individual farm can be determined through adjusting the normal 
yields by the per cent these crops are normal for the county or 
township. This method would eliminate management and prac-
tices on the individual farm, and allow annual yields to vary with 
general conditions in the county or township. Prices for the crops 
grown can be obtained by averaging crop prices for the current 
year. These adjustments could be made at the end of the rental 
year when the final rental payment is due. 
Crop and Livestock-Share Renting.-The fourth system of rent-
ing mentioned is properly designated as crop and livestock share 
renting. As was pointed out earlier in this report, 40 per cent of 
the leasing systems studied in this survey were livestock-share ar-
rangements. The prevalence of this type of leasing is much below 
this figure for the entire state. This system is growing rapidly. 
This can probably be best understood by a careful description of 
the circumstances under which such a system is usually used. The 
most constructive systems of farming in the diversified sections of 
Missouri are usually based on the assumption that most of the crops 
grown on the farm should be fed to livestock and returns received 
through livestock and livestock product sales rather than through 
crop sales. A second factor involved is that tenants are usually 
short on capital and are therefore unable to engage in livestock 
farming. If they had ample capital, they would usually be in 
the owner or part-owner class. Therefore, owners of good farms, 
where pasture and feed crops properly occupy a major part of the 
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acreage, are generally pleased to :find a tenant who is a dependable 
hand with livestock and who is interested in securing a farm where 
livestock production can be made a large part of the farming ac-
tivity. 
One of the most serious indictments of the crop-share and cash 
renting systems is their failure to maintain soil fertility. The land-
lord is chiefly interested in growing cash crops. It is difficult for 
the tenant to grow enough hay and pasture crops to support ade-
quate livestock feeding enterprises. Under the crop and livestock-
share system the landlord and tenant both have a common in-
terest in livestock as well as in crop production. Increased soil 
fertility as well as increased permanency of tenure can reasonably 
be expected to result from crop and livestock-shar.e renting. 
In this share farming the first step will usually be for the owner 
to furnish the farm with its improvements and with a full equip-
ment of livestock and machinery. He will pay all operating ex-
penses except labor and management. His tenant will provide all 
necessary labor and manag·ement. This system assumes that 
practically all feed used is grown on the farm. If feeds are pur-
chased, the tenant will furnish one-third of such purchased feeds. 
Owner and tenant then share in the earnings of the farm in the 
proportion two-thirds to the owner and one-third to the tenant. 
Under such circumstances the tenant is required to have very little 
capital indeed. His chief requirements are a thoroughly depend-
able character, some considerable training and experience in live-
stock handling and practical farm management, and a willingness 
to advise with the owner and give his very best to a system of 
farming where none of the capital investment is his, but where hi;; 
interest is solely in one-third of the product. In judging incom~ 
under these circumstances, the herds and flocks are maintained in 
numbers from the increase, and the tenant's share comes from 
what is left after the beginning stock is maintained. If stocker 
or feeder cattle are involved, then the increase from the time the 
agreement becomes effective is considered as income when the di-
vision is made between owner and tenant. This necessitates a care-
ful inventory at the beginning of the contract between the two par-
ties and inventory items should be in terms of number and 
quality so far as basic or foundation stock is concerned and in 
market values only where stock soon to be marketed is involved. 
This would involve everything but the breeding stock in the case 
of hogs, cattle, and sheep. 
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The plan which follows this one under the crop and livestock 
share lease is the one where the tenant owns a half interest in all 
productive livestock on the farm and owns entirely the work stock 
and machinery. This is the most common situation under the 
crop and livestock share lease. In this case the owner furnishes 
the land with its improvements, pays taxes and insurance on 
improvements, and furnishes necessary materials for repairing 
improvements. The tenant performs the labor of repairing improve-
ments. The tenant furnishes all labor, all work stock and ma-
chinery, and takes care of the repair of his machinery. The two 
parties furnish equal parts of the investment in all livestock other 
than work stock and in all feeds necessary to maintain and operate 
the farm plant. Operating expenses are shared equally except for 
the cost of maintaining machinery and employing labor, which is 
the tenant's obligation, and the expense for repair of improve-
ments, taxes, and insurance on improvements, which is the owner's 
obligation. The work stock is fed from the undivided crop. This 
means the owner furnishes one-half the work stock feed. If trac-
tors or trucks are a part of the power used on the farm, the opera-
tor will pay one-half and the owner one-half the cost of fuel and 
oil for operating the tractor. Under this system of renting, receipts 
from sale of cash crops are shared jointly by owner and tenant 
just as the sale of a livestock product. Feeds purchased are charged 
equally to the two parties. Such a system of renting gives the ten-
ant almost the same interest in the farm plant as though he were the 
owner, and does a great deal to settle him in the community and give 
him the stability of the owner of a farm. Many cases are known 
where such a system has been followed for years on a given farm. 
The system also provides the owner with a much greater feeling of 
stability and security. He has confidence that his farm will be better 
cared for both as regards maintaining improvements and maintaining 
soil fertility. He knows his livestock will be well cared for because 
his tenant has a half interest in this livestock, and it is difficult to 
mistreat one-half without hurting the other. Such a system of rent-
ing reduces the migratory tendencies in tenant communities to a 
negligible point. 
There is room for some variation in this system of renting beyond 
that already mentioned. This principle has been developed in some 
tables already presented, but should here be specifically restated. 
This principle is perhaps best divided into two statements. (1) 
Share in the product of a farm business or enterprise by either party 
to a rent agreement should be in proportion to the contribution which 
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each party makes toward the business or enterprise. (2) Because 
lands vary in productivity in any community and because the own-
er's contribution to the enterprise increases as the quality of his land 
improves and the tenant's share of the contribution decreases as the 
quality of land improves, it is therefore fair that adjustment be made 
for this fact by either decreasing the owner's share of other expenses 
or increasing his share of the product as the land improves in qual-
ity compared to average land of the community, and his share in 
the expense should be increased or his share of the product decreased, 
as his land falls in quality below the average of the community. 
This is probably the reason why there has been considerable varia-
tion developed in crop and livestock share renting. Instances are 
kno;vn where the owner furnishes one-half the machinery. In other 
cases he furnishes one-half the work stock. In some cases he fur-
nishes one-half the machinery and work stock. In other cases he 
may furnish all the machinery. 'l' hey are all apparently an attempt 
by the community to make fair allowances for variation in produc-
tivity of the plant. 
LEASING PROVISIONS 
Rental agreements studied in this survey indicate that the coop-
erating landlords and tenants have given considerable thought toward 
perfecting arrangements conducive to the ;velfare of the parties in-
volved and the maintenance of the farm. Contents of these arrange-
ments will be presented in a summarized fashion throughout the 
following pages. 
Major Essentials of Leases.-Reasonably adequate agreements 
will include: first, a clear statement of the intentions of both parties; 
second, provisions for division of income between the landlord and 
tenant in proportion to the input of each; and third, incentives and 
provisions conducive to good husbandry practices and systems. It 
appears that agreements studied in this survey have included most 
of these essentials. 
The lease should state clearly the intentions of each party in order 
to avoid later misunderstandings . 
.An equitable division of income between the two parties is lacking 
in many leasing arrangements found throughout the state. Many 
sections are using the same division of income ratios which were set 
up 50 years ago when quality of land, production methods, land 
values, and commodity prices were far removed from present condi-
tions. Whenever the division of products is not in proportion to 
production expenses contributed by each party, dissatisfaction is 
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likely to develop. In some instances the tenant or landlord will 
secretly feel he has benefited from driving a hard bargain at the ex-
pense of the other party. However, the other party will generally 
become conscious of this condition and resort to some method of re-
taliation which is detrimental to both parties. 
Many students of the problem have come to the conclusion that 
greater security of tenure would be desirable, and leases drawn with 
this objective in mind would result in improved renting systems. In-
creased security should enable the tenant to invest more capital and 
labor in a long-time soil improvement program involving the develop-
ment of .livestock enterprises to utilize the pasture and hay crops 
included in conserving the soil. With 33 per cent of our tenants 
moving every year, it is extremely difficult to maintain a farming 
enterprise with any degree of continuity or stability. As a result, 
tenants, landlords, and communities suffer. 
Form of the Lease.-Farm leases frequently represent little more 
than oral agreements. It has been estimated that only 20 per cent 
are written. Of the 360 leases studied in this survey 77 per cent 
were written. A written lease will more likely avoid misunderstand-
ings. Furthermore, if one of the parties should die, a written lease 
protects his estate from unfair claims by the other party. 
An adequate lease need not be lengthy nor written in highly tech-
nical legal terms. Most of the leases studied were very brief, con-
taining only sufficient material to clearly express the intentions of 
each party. Several leases consisted of typewritten copies of the 
essential portions of the arrange:rp.ents. The multiple land holding 
landlords used forms of their own in most instances. As a general 
rule the leases were worded in simple terms which anyone could in-
terpret readily. 
Length of Lease Period.-The proper length of the lease period is 
one of the most important points to be determined in making out a 
farm lease. Long-term leases have definite advantages in enabling 
the tenant and landlord to enter into long-time cropping and live-
stock systems which are more conducive to soil improvement while 
at the same time yielding higher returns. 
Perhaps the most serious objection to a long term lease is the prob-
lem of dissolving the lease in case either party is disappointed in the 
arrangement. Many landlords and tenants do not know the other 
party to the lease thoroughly. If they tie themselves together for 
more than one crop year and then find their relation with one an-
other unsatisfactory, it is much e'asier to settle the matter under a 
one year lease than if the lease is for a longer period of time. 
BULLETIN 409 29 
Another objection to the long-time lease is that it may prevent the 
landlord from taking advantage of favorable opportunities to sell the 
farm. If the lease contains a sales clause, the long·-term character 
is certainly reduced if not nullified. Long-term leases involving cash 
rentals are certainly objectionable in many instances, since they dis-
regard changes in prices and actual cash rental values of land. 
The short-term or annual leases may possess all of the advantages 
of long-term leases with fewer objections. Few landlords and tenants 
care to be bound by lease contracts for long periods of time. An-
nual leases need not imply short tenures. Ninety per cent of the 
leases studied were annual leases, yet the tenure period of the ten-
ants has been almost nine years. In fact, the results of this study 
are indicative that annual leases, automatically renewed, terminated 
by notification six months prior to the end of the leasing year, which 
is generally March 1, are most conducive to stable tenure. A co-
operator in this study very effectively summarizes the "length of 
term'' provision of his lease in the following words, ''My last con-
tract was written ten years ago and written to expire at the end 
of one year with the provision to continue indefinitely. If at the 
end of any one year either party wished to discontinue, he would 
give written notice six months prior to the end of the year. No 
notice has been given during the past ten years.'' 
One tenant cooperating in this study had been on the same farm 
for 45 years. Several had remained on their farms over 30 years. 
In each case annual leases were used. Quoting one of the cooperat-
ing landlords, ''If landlord and tenant can't get along why pro-
long the agony over a term of years; if the landlord and tenant 
are getting along nicely undoubtedly they will continue working 
together.'' 
Arbitration Provision.-It is desirable to anticipate points of 
conflict and make proper provisions for them at the time the con-
tract is made. If both parties have the right spirit, any subsequent 
unforeseen difficulties may be easily settled through mutual agree-
ment. In some instances, disputes may arise which cannot be so 
easily settled. Oftentimes, these difficulties are carried into courts. 
This is very expensive to both parties. Many landlords and ten-
ants in this study have accomplished inexpensive and satisfactory 
settlement of their disputes through boards of arbitration. The 
board of arbitration generally consists of one arbitrator chosen by 
each party and a third chosen by the two arbitrators. Provision is 
generally made that arbitrators shall not be related to either party 
and shall have no interest whatsoever in the questions decided. 
30 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
Designation of Property to be Used by Tenant.-It is essential 
that every lease, regardless of type, should set forth the property 
to be used by the tenant. This designation commonly includes a 
residence, certain farm buildings, a garden spot, land to be farmed, 
pasturage for stock, and in some instances, firewood and fruit. This 
provision is a legal necessity to a sound contract in addition to be-
ing more conducive to successful relationships between landlords 
and tenants. 
Reservations.-All property not specifically reserved by the land-
lord is generally subject to use by the tenant through implication. 
If the landlord desires to retain the use of certain buildings, lots, 
or practices, the lease should include such provisions. Leases in-
cluded in this study frequently contained clauses retaining the 
landlord's use of certain buildings as a storehouse for his share of 
the produce. Timbers and orchards were reserved in several in-
stances. In practically all cases the landlord's right to visit the 
premises and make necessary repairs or construction was reserved. 
Compensation for Improvements.-Compensation for improve-
ments has not been extensively practiced in this country although 
very common in older countries; consequently, we lack experience 
in determining maintenance and improvement values year by year. 
It would probably be disastrous for the future of compensation if 
landlords and tenants would include intricate and detailed com-
pensation provisions in their leases at this time, with such limited 
available information on the subject. Almost all landlords and 
tenants believe in the principle of compensation, but few of them 
believe we are ready to undertake it on a large scale. 
We generally think of compensation in terms of new improv<i-
ments or soil building practices. However, if -..ve commonly ac-
cept farming systems which tend to deplete rather than maintain 
or improve the land, we might consider compensation for main-
t enance as well as compensation for new improvements. In other 
words, compensation might be based upon farming operations that 
·would maintain land productivity which otherwise would be de-
creased. Farming systems which decrease land productivity, ac-
tually result in the sale of a fraction of the capital value of the land 
each year in form of products which the system produces. F arm-
ing systems which either maintain or increase land productivity 
result in additional land values compared to soil depleting systems. 
In view of these considerations it appears logical to base compen-
sation provisions upon practices and systems which maintain or 
increase the productivity of the land because either basis should 
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result in sustained or increased productivity and value of the land, 
compared with the result of depleting farming systems. 
Several leases studied in this survey included compensation pro-
visions. It seems logical that we might begin using compensation 
provisions that have been tried and proved successful by these 111-
dividuals. Further provisions may be added when our technical 
knowledge has advanced to the place where we can readily and ac-
curately determine the residual values of different improvement 
and maintenance practices, year by year. 
Frequently, landlords allowed tne1r tenants to make improve-
ments in lieu of cash rent, under cash and crop-share or cash leasing 
arrangements. Construction of windmills, barns, wells, poultry 
houses, fencing, and erosion control structures as well as land clear-
ing were effected under this provision. Whenever the construc-
tion expense amounted to more than the cash rent for a given year, 
the provisions allowed the tenant compensation for his unpaid 
share of the expense provided he moved before he had been fully 
compensated by use of the improvement. These provisions were 
formulated in such a manner that the tenant would be fully com-
pensated through use of the land for a period of one, two, and sel-
dom more than three years. Likewise were found occasional 
provisions which allowed the tenant compensation for seeding al-
falfa or obtaining a stand of permanent pasture, providing he movecl 
before receiving benefit from such. In all instances the amount of 
compensation was agreed upon in advance. No evidences of com-
pensation for lime, fertilizer, or green manure was noted, although 
compensation for fall plowing was common. 
Many landlords hesitate to guarantee tenants' compensation for 
all practices because they insist that such provisions bind the land-
lord while the tenant makes little or no sacrifice. In the words of 
one of our cooperators, ''Of course, we must keep in mind the fact 
that in most cases the contract is between two parties, one of which 
is fully able and liable at court and can be made to perform in ac-
cordance with agreement and against whom judgments are effec-
tive. On the other hand the other party to the contract has in a 
large number of cases none of these factors affecting him. This makes 
an unequal relationship and while in theory the two may be equal, 
in reality they are not. Therefore, the tenant cannot actually be 
held liable for many of his acts. This forces the landlord to pro-
tect himself through what sometimes appears to be an inequitable 
contract." 
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These practices used by individuals cooperating in this study 
should serve as an excellent starting point for compensation pro-
v1s10ns. Compensation for other practices may be included as soon 
as accurate and positive information on the subject becomes avail-
able. 
Mutual Good Will Im.portant.-The most perfect lease is doomed 
to failure unless the two contracting parties have the proper at-
titude toward one another. If either party is quarrelsome and in-
clined to dispute minor details, the relationship is not likely to 
prove successful. No lease can guarantee successful landlord-ten-
ant relationships. .A lease can go no further than provide a work-
able basis upon which a successful relationship may be built. The 
rest depends upon the good will and cooperative spirit of the two 
parties entering into the arrangement. 
Cooperating landlords frequently suggest that the proper selec-
tion of tenants is an important basis for a lasting and successful 
leasing arrangement. They list honesty, good nature, and coopera-
tiveness as the chief essentials of a desirable tenant. Of course, 
experience and efficiency as a manager are also important as well 
as possession of the necessary equipment and capital to operate 
efficiently. 
TABLE 12.-PltOVISIONS MOST COMMONLY FOUND IN LEASES INCLUDED IN 
THIS STUDY (360 Leases-1938*) 
Provisions 
Tenant's Obligation.s 
Cut Noxious Weeds ...... . ........ . ..... . 
MO\V Pasture . .. .. . ........ . ...... . . . . . . 
Haul Manure and Compost ............. . . 
Not to Subrent Land .........•........ . . 
Must Move Improvement Before Expiration 
of Lease ..................... . .. .. . .. . 
Tenant's Privileges 
Given First Oppor tunity to Buy L andlord's 
Share 
Allowed C~~dit. ·i;;. L;~dl~~d· .:::::::: : :::: 
Allowed Compensation for Minor Improve· 
ments ·· Allowed C~;,;P~~~~ti~~- . {;;. M~j;;. I;,;p;;ve· 
nlents .............. . ........... · .. · · · · 
General Provisions 
Receive Notice Before Termination 
1 month . . ..................... . . 
2·5 months . .. . . . ... . ....•.... . .. 
6 months and over ...... . ... . . . . . 
Lease Made Out for 
1 year . . . . .... .. . .. ... ... ...... . 
2-4 years .. . . .. ..... • ...... . . . . . . 
5 years and over .......... , ..... . 
Provision for Settlement .................... . 
\V ritten Leases ........... .. .. · .. . ... · · · · · · · · 
Per Cent of Following Lease Types 
Containing Provisions 
Cash Crop Share Crop & Stock Share 
50 76 95 
33 85 90 
67 89 93 
67 89 88 
0 58 55 
0 50 0 
0 0 30 
25 35 45 
40 42 41 
50 18 13 
50 45 48 
37 39 
60 94 77 
20 4 10 
20 2 23 
0 3 25 
100 72 81 
*All leases contained such general details as date; names of parties; legal des~ripti?n of 
property furnished by owner; date contract becomes effective; terms ·of le:is.e; spec1fi~ation of 
rent to be paid, together with time, place, . and manner of payment; provlS!On for signatures 
of both parties and witnesses. 
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Tenants express the need of making the proper choice of a farm 
as well as the selection of a desirable landlord. Most tenants place 
the choice of a farming unit including its size, productivity, and 
equipment as of primary importance in entering into successful 
leasing arrangements. However, tenants do not fail to mention 
that the landlord must be agreeable, reasonable, and cooperative 
in the resulting business and personal relationships. 
Basic Leasing Provisions.-Certain leasing provisions are com-
monly used in all types of leases. Other provisions are particular-
ly associated with certain lease types. Table 12 states the per 
cent of the total leases studied in each type which includes the 
several provisions listed. 
Contributions of Landlord and Tenant by Type of Lease.-The 
contribution of each party toward the enterprise is extremely im-
portant and should be clearly set forth in the leasing arrangement. 
This avoids arguments relative to what is expected of each party. 
The percentage contribution of each party is the fairest and most 
equitable basis for calculating division of payments between ten-
ant and landlord. 
TABLE 13.-0RIGIN OF COSTS SUMMARY, FARM CROPS 
(In per cent of total cost) 
Mixed 
Cost Item Corn Wheat Oats Grain Alfalfa Hay 
1910- 1925- 1910- 1925- 1910- 1925- 1910- 1925- 1'10-
1927 1929 1927 1929 1927 1929 1927 1929 1927 
Man Labor . . • . 21.7 21.2 15.0 
Horse and Tractor 
Labor . . . . . . 23.6 22.7 17.0 
Seed . . . . . . . . . . 1.8 1.6 10.9 
Fertilizer . . . . . 3.2 2.6 5.7 
Equipment . . . . 8.4 6.9 6.1 
Twine ..... .. . 2.2 
Thrashing . . . • 7.3 
Overhead and 
Miscellaneous 10. 5 4.8 7 .2 
Land Charge . . 30.8 40.2 28.6 
*Includes seeding. 
12.8 
15.5 
8.9 
4.2 
3.5 
1.4 
8.2 
3.1 
42.4 
14.6 
16.5 
9.9 
2.9 
5.8 
2.4 
7.4 
4.8 
35.7 
14.8 17.9 
17.4 15.4 
11.8 3.7 
0.9 7.3 
4.8 4.8 
2.2 
10.7 
2.0 20.8 
35.4 30.1 
20.5 12.0 
14.4 8.6 
15.4* 7.5 
2.5 5.7 
7.0 3.1 
4.4 11.1 
35.8 52.0 
Soy- Soy-
bean bean 
Hay Seed 
1910- 1910-
1927 1927 
19.6 
25.3 
10.8 
8.2 
4.0 
32.1 
17.4 
20.3 
6.9 
7.3 
0.7 
16.6 
3.7 
27.1 
Oats, 
Sheaf 
1910-
1927 
14.1 
17.7 
11.6 
1.4 
6.1 
3.0 
3.4 
42.7 
Tables 13 and 14 summarize or1gm of costs for farm crops and 
livestock enterprises as determined from detailed farm records 
kept by this department over a number of years. These cost :figures 
should prove helpful in arriving at fair divisions of income based 
upon contributions of .each party to the enterprise. These tables 
show the percentage of total cost made up of the various cost items 
for several farm enterprises. For instance in the case of corn, 
Table 13, man labor for growing corn constituted 21.7 per cent of 
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the total cost, horse labor 23.6 per cent, and use of land 30.8 per 
cent. If we follow our principle that income should be divided 
in the same proportion that expense is divided and one man fur-
nishes just the land, he should receive 30.8 per cent of the income 
from the crop, or if he furnishes just the man labor he should re-
ceive 21.7 per cent. 
Looking at 'l'able 14 which gives similar data for the more com-
mon classes of livestock we would :find in the case of hogs, if a man 
furnished only the feed for the brood sows and their litters, he 
should receive approximately 80 per cent of the income. If he 
furnished only the feed for ·work stock, he would be furnishing ap-
proximately 72 per cent of the cost. If he furnished only the feed 
for farm milk cows, he would be furnishing 55 per cent of the cost, 
and for beef steers fed in dry lot he would be furnishing 84 per 
cent of the cost. 
TABLE 14.-0RIGIN OF COSTS SUMMARY, LIVE STOCK ENTERPRISES 
(In per cent of total cost) 
Work Dairy Farm Milk Beef Poultry Poultry 
Cost Item Cows Cows Hogs Sheep Stock Steers Farm Flock Com. Flock 
1912- 1929- 1917 1929- 1912- 1929- 1928 1912- 1929- 1914- 1929 1912- 1929 1929-
1927 1930 1930 1915 1930 1923 1930 1926 1922 1930 
Man Labor . . 11 11 18 22 30 23 4 6 6 14 7 28 16 
Horse Labor . 1 1 6 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Feed ...... .. 72 72 51 59 SS S9 84 82 79 54 72 56 59 
Equip. and 
Bldg. Charge 7 11 5 3 3 5 2 1 4 5 4 4 10 
Taxes and Int. 7 5 11 7 7 i 7 3 3 9 8 4 3 
Incidentals ... 1 4 4 4 2 1 s 7 I l 6 }-7 
Miscellaneous 2 4 10 J 
In connection with Table 14, the distinction between milk cows 
and dairy cows is about as follows: Milk cows are more nearly 
those kept under farm conditions where the cows freshen in the 
spring and yield most of their milk on grass. Then they are dried 
up in late fall or early winter and roughed through until freshening 
time again. The dairy cow data are taken from the more strict-
ly dairy farms in Jackson, Buchanan, St. Louis, and Jefferson coun-
ties where the cows are fed for milk production and freshen in the 
fall or late summer. They give their heaviest production during 
the winter months. 
The data on hogs apply only to farms that raise all the pigs fat-
tened out and the cost is :figured on a per sow basis. The data for 
sheep. are similarly computed. These data have been computed 
over a long period of time except in those instances noted in the 
table and are observed to change very little in the percentage col-
15 
S6 
12 
4 
8 
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mun with the addition of subsequent years. It is felt that these 
tables should be quite helpful in enabling prospective tenants and 
their landlords in arriving at a reasonable agreement from the 
standpoint of division of costs and income. 
While these cost :figures should be fairly applicable to any farm-
ing enterprise in Missouri, it is advisable to keep records of the 
year 's operation on each farm. This will enable each party to see 
his actual contribution and the subsequent income. Consequently, 
for the next year modification can be made to keep costs and in-
come more nearly in proper ratio based upon the cost and income 
records of the previous year. It is even possible for the parties to 
agree to make a final settlement based upon these books. Such a 
settlement might entail some variation from the original terms of 
the lease; but usually no great change will be required. 
A summary of the contributions made by tenants and landlords 
cooperating in this study is given in Table 15. The designation 
"part" means that the contribution for these items was too irregn · 
lar and varied to include under a fixed percentage. 
TABLE 15.-LANDLORD'S CONTRIBUTIONS UNDER CURRENTLY USED LEASING 
ARRANGEMENTS (300 Leases-1938) 
Items Cash 
Lease 
Land . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . all 
Buil<lings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . all 
\Vork Stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ncne 
Other Livestock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
l\fachinery & Equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Productive Hi red Laboi- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . non:= 
l\faintenance Hired Labor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . nane 
New Improvement Labor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . all 
Unpaid Family Labor . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . none 
Opera.tor's Labor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Feed for \Vorkstock ....... . , . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . none 
Fuel for Tractor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
1\1achinery repair and dep . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Building repair and dep. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . all 
Livestock Expern~e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Seeds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
T\vine . . . . ....... . ... ... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Fertilizer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . nnne 
Building Insurance & Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . a1l 
Livestnck Insurance & Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110ne 
Cash Rent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Feed for Tenant's ]\filk Cows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Feed for Tenan t's Pn111try . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . none 
Type of Lease 
Cropsbare 
or Cash and 
Cropshare 
all 
all 
none 
n0ne 
none 
none 
none 
all 
none 
none 
nane 
none 
none 
all 
none 
part 
part 
part 
all 
none 
none 
nane 
none 
Crop and 
Stockshare 
all 
all 
part* 
part** 
part* 
none 
n ')ne 
all 
none 
none 
one-half 
one-half 
part 
all 
one-half 
one-half 
one-half 
part 
all 
one-half 
none 
part*** 
part*** 
*In SO per cent of the cases the w ork stock, machinery, and equipment were entirely owned 
by the operator. 
**In 5 percent of the cases the tenant owned the milk cows. 
"**This includes m ilk cows and poultry kept for tenant's household use only. 
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Division of Payments.-The accompanying Table 16 gives the 
division of payments £or crops as fuund in the crop-share and cash-
crop-share leases studied. 
TABLE 16.-LANDLORD'S SHARE OF CROPS UNDER CROP-SHARE LEASING 
ARRANGEMENTS (120 Leases-1938) 
Item 
Corn ...... .. ...... .. ........ . . . 
Cotton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S6 
Oats . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 1 
Fall Sown Small Grains . . . . . . . . . 1 
Hay . .. ......... . . . .... ... . ... .. 
o7 
57 
51 
28 
P er Cent of Leases Providing 
Following Fractional Divisions 
of Income for Landlord 
% % % 
12 49 
14 
4 36 
7 40 
4 61 
% 
2 
6 
The accompanying ·Table 17 gives the division of payments for 
crops and livestock as found in the crop and stock-share leases 
studied. It is noted that the 50-50 arrangement is most common 
although other divisions are used. 
TABLE 17.-LANDLORD'S SHARE OF LIVESTOCK AND CROPS UNDER CROP AND 
STOCK-SHARE LEASING ARRANGEMENTS (95 Leases-1938) 
Item 
none 
Livestock 
Hogs . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Dairy Cattle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 
Other Cattle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
Sheep . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
Poultry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . 30 
Crops 
Corn .... .. .............. . ... . 
Oats ............... . ........ . • 
Fall Sown Small Grains .. .... • 
Hays .. . .. .. ..... . .. .. . · · · · · · · 
Per Cent of Leases Providing 
F ollowing Fractional Divisions 
of Income for Landlord 
7 
10 
85 
80 
85 
84 
68 
87 
83 
88 
94 
6 
2 
3 
4 
2 
4 
4 
3 
4 
2 
3 
4 
3 
3 
ail 
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SUGGESTED LEASE FORM 
This form embodies several features found in leases being satis-
factorily used by landlords and tenants throughout the state. In 
addition to the information upon which this report is based the 
Farm Security Flexible Farm Lease and other sources were con-
sidered in constructing the Missouri Flexible Farm Lease. Iowa, 
Illinois, and other states have developed similar lease forms. 
This lease is designed for use in case of cash, share-cash, or crop-
livestock-share rent arrangements between landlord and tenant. 
A careful reading of the lease will indicate that when one of th·~ 
above arrangements is desired, certain sections of the lease do not 
apply and must be marked out or deleted. The general provisions 
are designed to conform to good farming practices and to provide 
as nearly as possible equitable arrangements under any circum-
stances. Wherever local variation in the division of either receipts 
or expenses occurs, these variations should be written in the lease. 
An attempt has been made to use language in common usage, but 
still convey the exact meaning intended. If one or both parties 
have difficulty in understanding the exact meaning of any para-
graph or section, consulting an attorney will usually result in a 
more complete understanding and greater certainty that they are 
accomplishing what they want to accomplish. 
Separate copies of this lease form may be had without charge 
upon request to the Department of Agricultural Economics, or the 
Agricultural Extension Service, Missouri College of Agriculture, 
Columbia, Missouri. 
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MISSOURI FLEXIBLE FARM LEASE 
This lease, made this ---------------------- day of --------------------, 19----, 
between ------------------------------, Landlord, of ------------------------------
and -----------------------------------, Tenant, of ---------------------------------
WITNESSETH: 
Section 1. DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.-The landlord hereby leases to the tenant 
to oceupy and use for farming purposes the following property, legally described as 
~~: . 
---------------------
---------------------
---------------------
--------------------
---------------------
---------------------
---------------------
---------------------
-
Lo-c-a""t~d-l~-:--~~~----~--------~--c~;~t;~-St~t;~f-Mls-;o-~1~i~-~~d-;~~;isti~g-~f-:::~::::::-;c~~e-s-
more or less, together with all buildings and improvements thereon (except such as ar~ 
reserved under Section 10, paragraph (2) for the use and benefit of the landlord) and 
all rights thereto appertaining. ' 
(All this property together is hereafter referred to as the "farm".) 
UPON THE FOLLOWING TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 
Section 2. TERM OF LEASE.-The term of this lease shall be for one year from 
--------------
------, 19---- to --------------------, 19----, and if notice be not given 
by either party by the ----------------------- day of ----------------------- 19----
of his purpose to terminate this lease at the end of the year, it shall autoz::iatically 
become a lease from year to year, thereafter until notice of discontinuance be given 
by either party, in writing, on or before the ---------------- day of ------------------, 
or at least -------------- months preceding the end of the current lease year resulting 
from such automatic extension. 
Section 3. FARM IMPROVEMENTS AND REPAIRS.-The landlord hereby agrees that: 
(1) In order to place the farm in good condition and repair, he will prior to 
--------------
----------, 19----, make the following repairs: 
(2) He will make certain improvements as follows: 
( 3) He will furnish the necessary materials to keep all buildings, fences, and 
other improvements in repair during the life of this lease. 
( 4) He agrees to make all repairs to and/or replacements of fences, buildings, 
and other improvements made necessary by conditions beyond the control of the tenant, 
other than ordinary wear and tear. 
(5) He will furnish all material for the construction of any new fences and 
other improvements, and pay for all labor needed in building any new permanent 
fences and huildings and other permanent improvements which have been mutually 
agreed upon. 
(6) He will pay all taxes and insurance on this real estate. 
(7) The tenant may at his own discretion and at his own time and expense make 
minor improvements of a permanent nature which do not substantially change the 
appearance and arrangement of the farm, and may, if he chooses, any time this lease 
is in effect, remove any improvement so made whether or not such improvement has 
become leg-allv a fixture. 
(8) With the written consent of the landlord, the tenant may, at his own expense, 
make improvements of a permanent nature, such as new buildings, additions, or major 
repairs to buildings, permanent household fixtures and equipment, new fences, wells, 
water and sewage systems, ponds, terrace or drainage systems, and other improvements 
of this nature, and at the termination or expiration of this lease, or any renewal or 
extension thereof, or at such earlier time as may be agreed upon, the tenant will be 
compensated or credited therefor by the landlord on the basis of cost to the tenant 
(including value of his own labor) less agreed deductions for depreciation and use. 
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The tenant hereby agrees: 
(9) Tc build all temporary fences and to furnish the labor for all repairs on 
buildings and fences made necessary by ordinary wear and tear during the period of 
his tenure of the farm, exclusive of repairs made necessary by other conditions beyond 
his control, which under Section 3, paragraph (4) the landlord agrees to make. 
(10) To haul to the farm, from any reasonable distance, all fencing and building 
material for repairs and improvements when purchased by the landlord, provided such 
fencing and building material are to be utilized on the farm at a time which will enable 
the tenant to profit by them to the extent of at least one season's use during his tenure 
of the farm. 
Section 4. OPERATIONS.-The tenant agrees: 
(1) To manage the farm in a careful and creditable manner, following in gen-
eral the crop rotations and acreages indicated in Section 5, paragraph (3), the tillage 
practices and the livestock production methods recognized as best in the locality. 
(2) To furnish all labor, both man and horse, necessary to operate the farm in 
a careful and husbandlike way. 
(3) To furnish and maintain all the necessary implements, machines, and tools 
for the operation of the farm. 
(4) To haul to the local market all grain, livestock, or other products as shall be 
destined for market; and put into storage at the farm all of the landlord's share of 
crops deliverable in payment of crop rent. 
(5) To haul to the farm all feed and other supplies purchased by the landlord 
or the tenant for use on the premises. 
(6) To haul out the manure, spreading it on such fields as shall be designated by 
the landlord, cleaning up the premises in the spring and fall of each year. 
(7) To avoid pasturing rotation crop fields when the ground is muddy; to keep 
all pigs "rung" when running them upon any permanent pasture; not to overload 
pastures to such an extent that it is detrimental to same, and in case of killing out any 
permanent pasture, through such overloading, to reseed at his own expense. 
(8) To cut and destroy all obnoxious weeds according to Jaw; to take reasonable 
care to prevent soil washing, and in all respects to care for the landlord's property in 
such manner as to return it at the termination of the lease in as good condition as to 
fertility and soil and condition of improvements as at the beginning, ordinary wear 
and depreciation and other conditions due to causes beyond his control, excepted. 
(9) To not assign this lease or sublet any portion of the farm without the 
written consent of the landlord. 
(10) To permit the landlord or his agent to enter the farm at any reasonable 
time for repairs, improvements, and inspection. 
(11) To not commit waste on or damage to the farm or permit others to do so. 
(12) To keep an adequate set of accounts on all enterprises, the income or 
expense from which must be divided between tenant and landlord. Such accounts 
must show inventories and receipts and expenditures with substantiating vouchers or 
receipts, sales tickets, duplicate deposit slips, etc. He further agrees that these 
accounts will be open for inspection by the landlord or his authorized agent at all 
reasonable times. 
Section 5. RENTAL RATES AND ARRANGEMENTS. (Clauses not applicable should 
be stricken out.) 
(1) OPTION A.-LUMP-SUM CASH RENT.-As rent for ~aid farm, the tenant 
agrees to pay the sum of ---------------------------------- dollars ($--------------) 
per year, payable as follows: ------------------------------ -------------------------
(2) OPTION B.-PER ACRE CASH RENT OPTION.-As rent for all of said farm. the 
tenant agrees to pay in cp.sh at the uniform rate of -------------------------- dollars 
($------------) per acre on ---------------- acres or at a variable rate per acre at 
the rates and on the acreages indicated in the table below, and payable as follows: 
(3) OPTION C.-CROP-SHARE OR SHARE-CASH OPTION.-As rent for said farm, the 
tenant agrees to pay shares or quantities of crops or shares of crops and cash as 
indicated in the table below. 
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It is agreed that the acreages indicated in column (1) of the table below are the 
approximate planned acreages for the year 19----, and that crop acreages may be 
changed by mutua~ written agreement to meet changing conditions and needs, and shall 
be determined from year to year by mutual agreement by the parties to this lease upon 
the basis of a sound plan for this farm. It is further agreed that the shares of crops 
or the rates of rent indicated in column (2) will be paid upon the acreages actually grown as determined at the time the rent is payable. 
NOTE.-Planned acreage of each crop to be grown will be entered in column (1) 
and the acreages in this column should total the exact or approximate land available 
for use in the farm. The share of each crop to be paid as rent will be entered opposite 
the crop in column (2). If cash rent is to be paid at a variable rate of cash per acre, 
this will be entered in column (2) opposite the crop which is indicated in column (1). 
Approximate Planned Acres of 
Crops 
(1) 
------------acres of--------------------
----------- -acres of---------~·------ - --
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres of--------- - ----------
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres of----- ---------------
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres of--------------------
------------acres for subsistence garden, 
orchard, etc. ----------
------------acres for pasture for subsist-
ence livestock ---------
------------acres in farmstead, barnlot, 
poultry yards, etc. --- -
---- --------Total acres 
Shares of Crops Grown or Cash per Acre 
to be Paid as Rent 
(2) 
(4) OPTION D.-CROP-LIVESTOCK-SHARE OPTION.-As rent for said farm the 
tenant agrees to pay for cash crop land the shares indicated under Option C. .For 
livestock enterprises, which will ~onstit~te the major pa~t of the far:n~ng ope:ations 
under this agreement, the approximate size of the enterprise and the divison of rncome 
shall be as set forth in the table below. 
Livestock Numbers and Division of Income 
NOTE.-Planned numbers of breeding stock of each class of livestock to be kept 
will be entered in column (1) and the estimated production of each type of livestock 
and livestock products in column (2). The share of each class of livestock or live-
stock products to be paid as rent will be entered opposite the class of livestock in 
column (3). 
Planned Numbers of 
Breeding Stock Kept 
(1) 
--------Sows 
--------Dairy Cows 
--------Beef Cows 
--------Ewes 
--------Work Horses 
--------Hens 
Number to be furnished by 
Landlord Tenant 
Approximate Planned Number 
of L ivestock Raised or Live-
stock Products Produced 
(2) 
Shares of Livestock or 
Livestock Products to 
be paid as rent 
(3) 
--------Hogs Raised ----------------
--------Calves Raised ----------------
--------Milk Produced ----------------
--------Cream Produced ----------------
--------Calves Raised --------------
--------Lambs Raised ----------------
--------Wool Clipped ----------------
--------Colts Raised ----------------
- - ------Chickens Raised ----------------
--------Eggs Produced --- - ------------
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( 5) All rents, specified under any of the foregoing options, to be paid as cash, 
are to be paid to the landlord or his authorized agent at ----------------------------
-------------- (Bank or other agency authorized by the Landlord to receive such rents) 
(6) Shares of crops or of livestock or livestock products to be paid as rent are to 
be delivered in the following manner and at the following places: --------------------
------------------------------------~--------------------------------- ---------~ - ----
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------(7) Cost of harvesting, threshing, :baling, ginning, fertilizer, lime, seed, twine, 
spray materials, feed for work animals, gas and oil for farm purposes, and other 
necessary expenses on crops or livestock provided for under paragra.phs (3) and/or 
( 4) of Section 5, etc., will be paid or shared as follows: ------------------------------
-----(S)--:-~-h;-~~df~id;d-g;~;;-i;;c-o~~-i;-~~tll~bl;-fo~-:-;_-~y-d;bt;-~;-;~p;~;~~-i~~~;;;d 
by either party. Each party hereto is liable on his own account and in his own name 
for whatever materials and services he must furnish as above provided, including their 
respective shares of expenses described in this paragraph. 
(9) In all matters involving the sale of products produced under the provisions 
of paragraphs (3) and/ or (4) of Section 5, and/ or incurring of expenses described in 
paragraph (7) of this Section, neither party is authorized by this agreement to act 
without the consent of the other party. Neither party shall purchase anything nor 
make any contract except in his own name and on his own account. 
(10) It is agreed that the tenant may take from the undivided product sufficient 
milk, cream and eggs for use in the farm household, and that he shall have the 
produce of garden and orchard to the extent needed for his own family use. Produce 
beyond this amount shall be considered as other farm product sales and shall be 
divided in the same manner. 
(11) The tenant may use dead or damaged timber for his own fuel but he shall 
cut no live trees for fuel or other use without obtaining the consent of the landlord. 
Section 6. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 
(1) The landlord as the owner of the farm, has the right to give the tenant 
possession under this lease, and will so long as this lease remains in effect warrant and 
defend the tenant's possession against any and all persons whomsoever. 
(2) Written memorandum.-In any instance in which the written consent of the 
landlord is required for any improvement as provided in Section 3, paragraph (8), 
the parties shall enter into a memorandum before such improvement is made, memo-
randum c0vering such points as: Statement of the improvement to be made, location 
of the improvement, the agreed approximate cost, the agreed basis of compensation 
for labor and other contributions to be made by the tenant and the agreed basis of 
deductions for depreciation and use. Copy of such memorandum, signed by both parties, 
shall be attached to this lease and shall become a part of same. In all other instances 
where written consent of the landlord is required, such written consent shall be attached 
to this lease and shall become a part of same. 
(3) Governmental Agricultural Programs.-The parties agree to participate and 
cooperate, with respect to the farm, in any applicable agricultural conservation, soil 
conservation, or other governmental program designed to aid agriculture, to the extent 
practicable. Modifications in this lease may be agreed upon from time to time if 
necessary to conform with such programs. Any cash or other benefits received for 
participation in any such program shall be divided between the landlord and the tenant 
as provided in such program. If, in any such program, the farm covered by this lease 
is treated as part of a larger tract, the t enant shall be entitled to part icipate pro-
portionately and share proportionately and in like manner shall contribute proportion-
ately in fulfilling the 'requirements of such program. 
Section 7. ARBITRATiON OF DISPUTES.-Any differences between the parties under 
this lease, including the determination of valuations and matters herein left to subse-
quent agreement, shall be submitted to the arbitration of a committee of three dis-
interested persons, one selected by each party hereto and a third by the two thus 
selected; and the decision of such arbitration committee shall be accepted by and shall 
bind both parties. 
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Section 8. INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF LEASE.-Should either party to this 
contract through wilful neglect, failure or refusal, fail to carry out any material pro-
vision of this lease, the other party shall have power to terminate this lease in 
addition to the right to compensation for damages suffered by reason of such breach. 
Such termination shall become effective ten (10) days after written notice specifying 
the delinquency and the election to termination h~s been served on the delinquent 
party, unless during :;iuch ten (10) day period the delinquent party has made up the 
delinquency. The landlord shall have the benefit of any summary proceedings pro-
vided by law for evicting the tenant upon termination under this paragraph, or at 
the end of the term. 
Section 9. BASIS OF VOLUNTARY TERMINATION.-
(1) At termination of the lease, any crops, livestock, or livestock products 
produced or held under provisions of paragraphs (3) and/or ( 4) of Section 5 shall be 
divided between tenant and landlord in the same proportion as these parties con-
tributed to the original establishment of these enterprises. 
(2) All salable products shall be divided between the two parties in the same 
proportion as the receipts would be divided were these products sold. 
(3) Any straw or other crop residues not commonly marketed shall be left on 
the farm without compensation to the tenant. 
( 4) Any disagreement concerning division shall be referred to the arbitration com-
mittee provided in Section 7. 
(5) If the tenant's possession of the farm is terminated for any reason what-
soever during any crop year, it is agreed that he will be compensated by the landlord 
for the value of any soil treatment, preparation, plowing, seeding or cultivating that 
may have been performed in excess of such soil preparation, plowing, seeding, and 
cultivating which may have been performed on the farm at the time the tenant took 
possession; and such compensation may be credited or applied upon any rent due 
hereunder. For the purpose of making the above allowance, the amount of soil 
preparation, plowing, seeding, and cultivating which has been performed at the time 
the tenant takes possession must be recorded in the accounts provided under Section 4, 
paragraph (12). 
Section 10. 
(1) The landlord hereby reserves the right of entrance upon the premises at all 
reasonable hours in order to work and make improvements as he shall deem expedient, 
provided such ~:ntry and work on the part of the landlord does not interfere with the 
tenant in carrying out the regular farming operations. 
(2) The landlord further reserves storage space, feed room, etc., as follows: 
Section 11. 
It is mutually agreed that crops will be confined to those areas on this map 
marked as crop land and that lands marked as pasture, meadow or woodland will not 
be cultivated except by written agreement to this effect. 
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PLAT OF FARM 
Note: The plat above may be used to show the shape, size, and location of fields, 
pastures, meadows, buildings, etc. If the entire plat is used to represent a square 
160-acre tract, each of the small squares will represent 10 acres. Crops must be 
confined to those areas on this map marked as crop land. Lands marked pastures, 
meadows, or woodland will not be cultivated except by written agreement to this effect. 
Section 12. 
This lease shall bind and shall inure to the benefit of the heirs, executors, adminis-
trators and assigns of both parties. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this lease on the date first above 
written. 
Witnesse.s as to both signatures: 
----------------------------------(SEAL) (Landlord) 
----------- --- ----- --------------- (SEAL) (Tenant) 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT: 
State of Missouri l 
~ ss. On this ---------------- day of ----------------------, 
County of--------------J 
A. D., 19----, before me, -------·---------------------------------------, a Notary 
Public within and for said County, personally appeared ------------------------------
and ----~-------------------------, to me known to be the person--- named in and 
who executed the .foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that -------- executed the 
same as -------- voluntary act and deed for the uses and purposes herein expressed. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto signed my name and affixed my Notary Seal the 
day and year last above written. 
Notary Public in and for ------------------------ County, 
State of ---------------------------------------------------
